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FACULTY SENATE REGULAR MEETING
Wednesday, May 16,2001,3:10 p.m.
BARGE 412
AGENDA

I.

ROLL CALL

II.

MOTION NO. 01-35: CHANGES TO AND APPROVAL OF AGENDA

Ill. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
IV. COMMUNICATIONS
V.

REPORTS/ACTION ITEMS (15 Minutes) .
Faculty Senate Academic Affairs' Committee
Motion No. 01-36: "Approval of a CWU policy for the associate of science transfer degree
attached as Exhibit A."

VI. REPORTS/DISCUSSION ITEMS
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

CHAIR: (1 0 Minutes)
PRESIDENT: (1 0 Minutes)
FACULTY SALARY BASE REPORT: William Bender, Faculty Senate Budget Committee
(15 Minutes)
SALARY ADMINISTRATION REPORT: Michael Braunstein, Salary Administration Board
(25 Minutes)
STUDENT REPORT: (5 Minutes)
SENATE CONCERNS: (5 Minutes)
SENATE COMMITTEES: (25 Minutes)
Academic Affairs Committee: Susan Donahoe
Budget Committee: Thomas Yeh
Code Committee: Ken Gamon
Curriculum Committee: Toni Culjak
General Education: Loran Cutsinger
Personnel Committee: Rob Perkins
Public Affairs Committee: Lad Holden
Research and Development: Charles Li

VII.

OLD BUSINESS

VIII.

NEW BUSINESS

IX.

ADJOURNMENT
***NEXT REGULAR SENATE MEETING: May 30, 2001***
BARGE 412

Exhibit A
5-9.3.2 Transfer Credit from Community Colleges
5-9.3.2 .1

The university will accept a maximum of 90 community college credits. Course work
exceeding that amount may be used to waive specific requirements , but no additional
credits will be accepted .

5-9.3.2.2

Academic associate degrees which are part of direct transfer agreements between the
university and Washington community colleges will meet the general education requirement
of a bachelor's degree.

5-9.3.2.3

After initial enrollment at CWU , transfer students without a transferable associate degree
from a Washington state community college wishing to complete such a degree must
complete it by the time they have completed 45 cred its or one calendar year, (whichever
comes later), in order for the AA degree to satisfy the general education program
requirements at CWU .

5-9.3.2 .4

Academic transfer associate of arts degrees from a college or un iversity outside
Washington state accred ited by the Northwest Association of Schools and Colleges (NASC)
wil l meet the general education requirement of a bachelor's degree.

5-9.3.2.5

Associate of science degrees which are part of direct transfer agreements between Central
Washington University and Washington community colleges will meet the general education
requirement of a bachelor's degree when students complete the following additional
requirements :

g) English 102 or its equivalent.
Q) Three additional general education courses beyond the 15 quarter credits in Humanities
and Social Science required for the Associate of Science transfer degree. The three
additional courses must include:
D One course from the Arts and Humanities breadth area:
ill One course from the Social and Behavioral Science breadth area
ill) The remaining additional courses may be chosen from either the Arts and
Humanities or Social and Behavioral Science breadth area .
.Q) Minimum of one additional course in the Social Science breadth .area beyond those in
the 15 credit req uirement of the combined Arts and Humanities and Social Science
category required for the degree.
Q) Minimum of one additional course in either the Arts and Humanities or Social Science
breadth area beyond those in the 15 credit requirement of the combined Arts and
Humanities and Social Science category required for the degree.
Other associate degrees which are not a part of these direct transfer agreements such as
Vocational and Technological degrees will not automatically satisfy the general education
requirements at CWU .

Rationale:

The Academic Affairs Committee of the Faculty Senate respectfully reports on the need for a
policy to accept the Associate of Science Transfer Degree with the following specifications.
Students should be entering Central Washington University in the Fall 2001 school year. Similar
to the Associate of Arts and other degrees in which agreements have been made at the state level,
we have examined the requirements and the suggestions by the General Education Committee
who are in agreement with the proposed changes. The approved transfer degree has an
additional number of credits in categories suggested by the Gen Ed Committee as specified
below. In keeping with the language in the catalog and after discussing the issue with Mike
Reilly who was one of CWU's representative in statewide committees, we feel that more courses
need to be required. After reviewing the categories in the handouts, we suggest the following
policy change with additions underlined.
5-9.3.2 Transfer Credit from Community Colleges
5-9.3.2.1 The university will accept a maximum of 90 community college credits. Course work exceeding that
amount may be used to waive specific requirements, but no additional credits will be accepted.
5-9.3.2.2 Academic associate degrees which are part of direct transfer agreements between the university and
Washington community colleges will meet the general education requirement of a bachelor's degree.
5-9.3.2.3 After initial enrollment at CWU, transfer students without a transferable associate degree from a
Washington state community college wishing to complete such a degree must complete it by the time they have
completed 45 credits or one calendar year, (whichever comes later), in order for the AA degree to satisfy the
general education program requirements at CWU.
5-9.3.2.4 Academic transfer associate of arts degrees from a college or university outside Washington state
accredited by the Northwest Association of Schools and Colleges (NASC) will meet the general education
requirement of a bachelor's degree.
5-9.3.2.5 Associate of science de~rees which are part of direct transfer agreements between the university and
Washington commun ity colleges will meet the general education requirement of a bachelor's degree when
students complete the following additional requirements:
a). English 102 or its equivalent.
b). Minimum of one additional course in the Arts and Humanities breadth area beyond tho e in the
15 credit requiremellt of the combined Arts and Humanities and Social Science category
required for the degree.
c). Minimum of one additional course in the Social Science breadth area beyond those in t.he 15
credit requirement of the combined Arts and Humanities and Social Science cate~ory required
for the degree.
d). Mini.mum of one additional course in either the Arts ancl Humanities or Social Science breadth
area beyond those in the 15 credit requirement of the combined Arts and Humanities and
Social Science category required for the degree.
5-9.3.2.5 Other associate degrees which are not a part of these direct transfer agreements such as Vocational and
Technological degrees will not automatically satisfy the general education requirements at CWU.
Possible friendly amendment:
b) Three additional general education courses beyond the 15 quarter credits in Humanities and Social Science
required for the Associate of Science transfer deoree. The three additional courses must include
i) One course from the Arts and Humanities breadth area.
ii) One course from .the Social and Behavioral Science breadth area.
iii) The remaining additional course may be chosen from either the Arts and Humanities or Social and
Behavioral Science breadth area.

MINUTES
CENTRAL WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY
FACULTY SENATE REGULAR MEETING MINUTES: May 16,2001
http :1/www .cwu.edu/-fsenate
Presiding Officer:
Joshua S. Nelson
Recording Secretary: Nancy Bradshaw
Meeting was called to order at 3:10p.m.
ROLL CALL :
Senators: All Senators or their Alternates were present except, Beaghan, Cocheba, Delgado, Hubbard, Polishook,
Scott Roberts, Spencer.
Visitors: Mark Anderson, David Dauwalder, Edward Gellenbeck, Mark Lundgren, Richard Mack, Mike Reilly, Thomas
Yeh
MOTION NO. 01-35 CHANGES TO AND APPROVAL OF AGENDA (Passed): The agenda was approved as
circulated .
APPROVAL OF MINUTES: The minutes of the May 2, 2001 Faculty Senate meeting were approved as circulated .
COMMUNICATIONS: (Available for viewing in the Senate Office or distribution on request)
Memo from Provost Dauwalder inviting faculty to participate in Honors Convocation Friday, June 8, 2001 at 8:00
p.m. in McConnell Auditorium .
Announcement from the CWU Public Safety and Police Services . There will be a free car seat inspection clinic
Wednesday, May 23 from 3 p.m. to 6 p.m. at Brooklane Village Childcare Center. For further information contact
Charlene Crider at 963-2959 .
Senator Heckart informed the Senate that even though the recommendation from the History Department to create
a committee to review the use of SEOis was sent to the faculty distribution list, it is a bona fide communication to
the Faculty Senate . The request is attached as Exhibit A.
REPORTS:
A. ACTION ITEMS:
Faculty Senate Academic Affairs' Committee
Motion No. 01-36 (Passed): Senator Donahoe, on behalf of the Faculty Senate Academic Affairs' Committee ,
made a motion that after amendment was approved : "Approval of a CWU policy for the associate of science
transfer degree attached as Exhibit B."
B. DISCUSSION ITEMS:
1. CHAIR: 1. Chair Nelson reported that, HB 2244, the House Bill that proposed removing the ceiling and the
floor from the retirement benefit received through TIAA-CREF did not make it into the budget bill. 2. The last
Faculty Senate meeting will include various curriculum approvals, ratification of members on Faculty Senate
standing committees and members on the Faculty Grievance Committee, 3. Chair Nelson reported that the
Faculty Senate Budget committee has presented its reports regarding budgetary benchmarks and the faculty
salary base to the Board of Trustees and administrators. He stated that there has been some controversy
regarding the accuracy of the interpretation and data contained in the report. The data itself has been proven to
be sound as the origin came from the vice president for business and financial affairs as well as the provost.
However, the interpretation being questioned is still in process. The reports will be place on the Faculty Senate
web-site sometime in June. Chair Nelson further explained that it has become apparent that inadvertently these
two reports are strategically placed before the performance based budgeting activity and are powerful tools to
guide the university in deliberating how we respond to that process. 4. Chair Nelson informed Senators that
the SEOI request from the History Department will be sent to the Faculty Senate Academic Affairs' Comm ittee
for their review .
2. PRESIDENT: 1. President Mcintyre began her report by informing Senators that budget deliberations are
continuing in Olympia and that there is still no definite outcome. 2. President Mcintyre informed Senators that
she is creating a Diversity Council at Central Washington University. She issued Senators an invitation for
nominations and self-nominations of faculty, staff and students who are interested in serving in this capacity .
Committee members will work to develop both short- and long-term diversity initiatives that are strategic and
measurable. 3. President Mcintyre presented an update on the progress of the Market Study Taskforce by
explaining that the committee has hired a consultant to review the institution's recruiting efforts. She further
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explained that the consultants will conduct various surveys of potential and current students in order to identify
more effective ways of recruiting students . The results will be available sometime in June. President Mcintyre
stated that this effort is being funded by the $300,000 supplemental budget that, because it is money from the
current biennium, must be spent by June 30, 2001 . 4. President Mcintyre informed Senators that she has read
files of this year's faculty who were recommended for promotion and tenure. She explained that the main
reason for reading these files was to see the accomplishments of the institution's faculty. She also found it to
be a good way to get to know the campus. After reading the files, President Mcintyre identified some issues
that she plans to discuss with the Senate in the hopes of creating ways to make the promotion and tenure
process more clear, equitable and uniform. She concluded by stating that, because of its importance, she will
continue to review faculty files each year.
FACULTY SALARY BASE REPORT: William Bender, Faculty Senate Budget Committee member, presented
the 2001-02 faculty salary base report that he gave at the May 2, 2001 Faculty Senate meeting. The committee
has been working with the provost as part of the Faculty Code of Personnel Policy and Procedure that states,
"Adjustments to the faculty salary base shall occur as a result of collaboration between the provost/senior vice
president for academic affairs and the Faculty Senate Budget Committee." Professor Bender presented three
projections of the 2001-02 faculty salary base that are based on raises, assumed state funding for 7250 FTES,
and the three preliminary budgets from the Senate, the House and the Governor. The data presented is
attached as Exhibit C. In conclusion, the budget committee recommends continued work with the provost after
final budgets are known . The committee further recommends protecting the salary base by reducing position
changes and working through differential dispensation.
SALARY ADMINISTRATION REPORT: Senator Braunstein, member of the Salary Administration Board ,
presented the Salary Administration report attached as Exhibit D. He explained that the Ad Hoc Faculty
Senate Salary Administration Board was formed as a recommendation from the Market Definition Report. The
charge from the Faculty Senate Executive Committee was 1. Develop a mechanism to disburse available funds
for faculty salaries to the CUPA mean, 2. Develop a Salary Administration Policy, and 3. Develop a hiring
policy which is consistent with the recommendations from the Market Definition Report. The committee
operated under the following considerations and assumptions on what a salary policy should contain: 1.
Equitable pay based on experience, performance and contribution; 2. Salaries competitive with those of peers
at comparable institutions; 3. Opportunity to advance on the salary scale throughout a career at the university;
4. A clear and open salary system which is evidently applied consistently and rationally; 5. Faculty Salary
Requirements and Expectations . Senator Braunstein asked Senators to think about two things while
determining where to go with this report, 1. Does the salary policy recommended in this report meet these
assumptions, and 2. If these assumptions are met, is this salary policy better than the one in place at the
university now. He further explained that there are two broad aspects to what the report recommends. The first
is a process to move faculty salaries to the CUPA mean, and the second is a process for long-term
maintenance of those salaries once faculty have been moved to the CUPA mean.
In conclusion, Senator Braunstein stated that it seems that with current actions of the Board of Trustees and
administration that if the Senate can reach a consensus on this particular proposal there are significant
opportunities for addressing the current salary situation for faculty. He then brought the Senators back to the
two questions: 1. has this proposal met the assumptions that were outlined in the report with the identified
processes, and 2. if those processes were in practice at the university would the salary policy for faculty be
better then what we have now?
Discussion following the report resulted in a consensus that while this report is not perfect, it is a good place to
begin the process and that there are some technicalities that need to be addressed to make the plan
operational. There has not been a cost analysis of the plan because the CUPA data needed for the analysis is
not available. The analysis will be done when that data is received. The provost did state that he believed that
this was a feasible plan in terms of funding if a three to five year plan was followed. Senator Alsoszatai-Petheo
asked that his comments be entered in the record . The comments are attached as Exhibit E.
Following discussion the Faculty Senate approved the following motion:
Motion No. 01-37 (Passed): Senator Richmond proposed a motion that after amendment and discussion was
approved: "The Faculty Senate of Central Washington University endorses and supports the principles
expressed in the Salary Administration Report as the basis for a new salary regime at Central Washington
University and ask the Senate Executive Committee to pursue it."
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STUDENT REPORT: Student Senator Sutton introduced the newly elected 2001-02 ASCWU/BOD Vice
President for Academic Affairs, Alyssa Scarth.
SENATE CONCERNS: Student Senator Sutton asked for clarification regarding agenda item IV. the
communication from the History Department. Senator Heckart explained that the provost has suggested to the
president that performance-based budgeting be based on some aspects of SEOis as an average for the
department. The History Department has requested that the Faculty Senate look at this issue. After reviewing
summaries of the literature and reading various articles about SEOis and what they mean, the department
questions whether or not using SEOis as a portion of performance-based budgeting is healthy for the future of
the university.
FACULTY SENATE STANDING COMMITTEE REPORTS:
ACADEMIC AFFAIRS COMMITTEE: Senator Donahoe reported that the Academic Affairs' Committee will
present its annual report at the next Faculty Senate meeting.
BUDGET COMMITTEE: The Faculty Senate Budget Committee presented a recommendation on how to
distribute the legislative salary increase. The recommendation from the committee was that "All salary funds
shall be used to fund merit increases. Should the university contribute other funds for faculty salaries these
funds shall also be distributed by the merit process."
Chair Nelson asked Senators to discuss this proposal with their departments for action at the next Faculty
Senate meeting. Chair Nelson asked the Budget Committee to put together a motion for the next meeting.
CODE COMMITTEE: No report.
CURRICULUM COMMITTEE: No report.
GENERAL EDUCATION COMMITTEE: No report.
PERSONNEL COMMITTEE: No report.
PUBLIC AFFAIRS COMMITTEE: No report.
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE: No report.

OLD BUSINESS: No old business .
NEW BUSINESS: No new business .
ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 5:00 p.m .
***NEXT REGULAR FACULTY SENATE MEETING: May 30, 2001***
BARGE412
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Exhibit A

Performance-Based Budgeting and SEOis
Earlier in the year, the history department reviewed some of the literature on student evaluations to educate ourselves
on how to use SEOis in evaluating faculty teaching effectiveness. We would like to draw attention to some of our
findings as they relate to the quality measurements in the provost's recently released a plan for performance-based
budgeting. The proposed budget plan appears to list only one element by which to measure departmental teaching
effectiveness, SEOIIine 29 "instructor teaching effectiveness." While departments will be allowed to present other
evidence of effectiveness, line 29 will enjoy a privileged position as the one key numerical measure of teaching. Given
the state of current research, such a budget plan may have a detrimental effect on the academic achievement of our
students
National studies and an analysis of CWU SEOis demonstrate a moderate correlation between high grades in any given
class and positive teaching evaluations .(1) Using departmental SEOI and GPA data from the 1999-2000 academic
year, there is a moderate correlation between departmental GPA and instructor teaching effectiveness for lecture
courses here at CWU.(2) The current plan may mean that departments with rigorous grading standards will suffer
financially for it.
Inflating grades has an added benefit for departments who feel budgetary pressures: more students. One national
study, for example, demonstrated that students are attracted to easy courses.(3) In sum, a teacher or department who
wants to improve their evaluations and enrollments might be tempted to raise grades.
The challenge for us is to use SEOis in a way that is not overly complicated and does not promote lower standards .
Measures that assess the academic rigor of classroom teaching are essential for the budget plan . Despite their flaws,
SEOis, used intelligently, might help us here. For example, there are SEOI categories that assess course rigor, such as
"intellectual challenge" (line 25). Combining intellectual challenge with GPA accounts for much of the statistical
variance in teaching effectiveness on our SEOis.(4} It is very likely that a review of SEOis will reveal other factors that
influence teaching effectiveness ratings. The university may then be able to make statistical adjustments in teaching
effectiveness ratings to account for biases and promote high academic standards.
The university cannot afford to implement a budget system that will encourage a slippage in student expectations
beyond what has already occurred. Currently, we do not meet our own standards for student workload. The university
expects students to work two hours outside of class for every credit hour taken (3 hours total}. Our SEOis, however,
indicate that none of the departments as a whole come close to this standard. Due to the volume of data, it was not
practical to calculate an average for the university, but it appears to be below 2 hours.
Rather than relying on a single flawed statistic, overall teaching effectiveness, the university needs to take a closer look
at the SEOI system and its use in the budget process. Our current SEOis have not been tested for internal validity or
subjected to any serious statistical analysis. Such a situation might have been tolerable when the results were used
only to help instructors improve their teaching, but these forms are now going to play a part in determining the flow of
money on campus in a way that may undermine academic quality. As one study warned, "higher education's enrollment
driven funding provides an incentive for increased enrollments at the expense of academic standards."(5) A serious
look at the SEOis and how we measure quality is needed. The history department requests that the Faculty Senate
Executive Committee refer this issue to the Academic Affairs Committee for further study.
Sincerely,
The Department of History
Notes:
(1) For a review of the literature, see Howard K. Wachtel, "Student Evaluation of College Teaching Effectiveness: a Brief
Review," _Assessment &Evaluation in Higher Education_ 23 (1998), 201-02.
(2) The correlation was .39, significant at the 5% level. Aggregating data at the departmental level, as I have done, may
have created some inappropriate comparisons among departments. A more complete analysis SEOis is essential.
(3) Richard Sabot and John Wakeman-Linn, "Grade Inflation and Course Choice," _Journal of Economic Perspectives_
5 (Winter 1991): 159-170.
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(4) Using regression analysis, I found that "intellectual challenge" and GPA accounted for over 61 percent of the
variance in teaching effectiveness scores among departments, significant at the 1% level. Adding another variable,
effort needed to succeed {line 26) raised the result to 71%. These statistics are similar to results found in published
studies, see Wachtel, 197.
(5) J.E. Stone, "Inflated Grades, Inflated Enrollment, and Inflated Budgets: An Analysis and Call for Review at the State
Level," _Education and Policy Analysis Archives_ 3 {26 June 1995). May be viewed at
hllQ://olam.ed .asu.edu/epaa/v3n11 .html.
Exhibit B

5-9.3.2.5

Associate of science degrees which are part of direct transfer agreements between Central Washington
University and Washington community colleges will meet the general education requirement of a
bachelor's degree when students complete the following additional requirements :

ill
W

English 102 or its equivalent.
Three additional general education courses beyond the 15 quarter credits in Humanities and
Social Science required for the Associate of Science transfer degree. The three additional
courses must include:
!) One course from the Arts and Humanities breadth area:
ill One course- from the Social and Behavioral Science breadth area
ill) The remaining additional course may be chosen from either the Arts and Humanities or Social
and Behavioral Science breadth area.
Other associate degrees which are not a part of these direct transfer agreements such as
Vocational and Technological degrees will not automatically satisfy the general education
requirements at CWU.
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Exhibit C
2.2% Raise "Governor's Version"

Salaries
(Excluding
Benefits)

a

2000-01 Faculty Salary Base

b
c

2.2 Percent Merit I Salary
Increase
Promotions

d

Grievance

e

Equity Adjustments

f

Position Changes

g

Retention Funding

h

Administrative Stipends

k

01-02 Faculty Salary Base

Total
(Salary Plus Estimated
Benefits)

$21 ,388,676

Sum of Lines b - h
Adjustments to Salaries

Adjustments to
Salaries
(Excluding Benefits)

Estimated
Benefits
(Additions to
Benefits Pool -Equals 16
Percent of
Adjustment to
Salaries)

$382,178

61 '148

443,326

183,219

29,315

212,534

0

0

0

81,505

13,041

94,546

-1,280,941

-204,951

-1,485,892

13,527

2,164

15,691

6,500

1,040

7,540

-$614,012

-$98,242

-$712,254

-614,012
$20,774,664

3% Raise "House Version"
Salaries
(Excluding
Benefits)
a

2000-01 Faculty Salary Base

b

3 Percent Merit I Salary Increase

c

Promotions

d

Grievance

e

Equity Adjustments

f

Position Changes

g

Retention Funding

h

Administrative Stipends

$21 ,388,676

Sum of Lines b through h
Adjustments to Salaries
k

01-02 Faculty Salary Base

Estimated Benefits
(Additions to Benefits
Total
Pool -- Equals 16
(Salary Plus
Percent of Adjustment Estimated Benefits)
to Salaries)

Adjustments to
Salaries
(Excluding
Benefits)

-475,038
$20,913,638

$521,152

83,384

604,536

183,219

29,315

212,534

0

0

0

81,505

13,041

94,546

-1,280,941

-204,951

-1,485,892

13,527

2,164

15,691

6,500

1,040

7,540

-$475,038

-$76,006

-$551,044
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3.7% Raise "Senate Version"
Salaries
(Excluding
Benefits)
a

2000-01 Faculty Salary Base

b
c

3.7 Percent Merit/Salary
Increase
Promotions

d

Grievance

e

Equity Adjustments

f

Position Changes

9

Retention Funding

h

Administrative Stipends

k

01-02 Faculty Salary Base

Total
(Salary Plus
Estimated
Benefits)

$21,388,676

Sum of Lines b through h
Adjustments to Salaries

Esti mated Benefits
(Additions to Benefits
Pool -- Equals 16 Percent
of Adjustment to
Salaries)

Adjustments to
Salaries
(Excluding
Benefits)

$642,754

102,841

745,595

183,219

29,315

212,534

0

0

0

81,505

13,041

94,546

-1,280,941

-204 ,951

-1,485 ,892

13,527

2,164

15,691

6,500

1,040

7,540

-$353,436

-$56,550

-$409,986

-353,436

$21 ,035,240

Exhibit D: Salary Administration Report
Exhibit E
Senator Alsoszatai-Petheo Comments:
The senate bylaws do not require a senate vote for committee reports. A vote is only required when a committee report has a
motion attached to it. Is there a motion attached to the Salary Administration Board report? What is the motion, and why was
it not included in the agenda? If the vote involves adoption of the recommendations of the Salary Administration Board report
then I have several further questions:
1.

First, how is adoption of the recommendations of the report going to affect the Faculty Code, which has no mention or
provisions to implement the suggestions of this report?

2.

Second, since this will affect the entire faculty, has the faculty been given ample chance to examine the CUPA numbers
so that they can form an informed opinion, and thus instruct their senators?

3.

Third , do we have a solid and reliable commitment in real dollars to fund the recommendations of the new proposed
system? If not, why should the senate undertake a major revision of the operating rules about faculty compensation
(spelled out in the Faculty Code) without any concrete expectation of tangible benefits? To put it another way, is there an
advantage to alternative ways of dividing the resources which we are not receiving?

4.

Fourth, if the funding source for faculty salaries is unchanged, then how would a shift to this new system impact the
resources allocated for the immediate future, including the hoped-for allocations for next year, and the year after?

5.

Fifth , is the adoption of this system going to fundamentally change the faculty salary scale in whole or in part? (For
example, if CUPA values for individuals or categories by rank, years of service, or discipline exceed the upper limits of the
salary scale, what will be the outcome? Which will prevail, the new system or the recently bemoaned salary caps
imposed by the salary scale?)

For all these, and undoubtedly many other reasons which my colleagues in the senate may suggest, I believe that a vote
which intimates, or aims at senate adoption of the recommendations of the Salary Administration Board report at this time is
very premature. Before such a vote I believe that it would be necessary to publish its contents (along with the CUPA data) to
the entire faculty, solicit inputs (both at public venues and through departmental senators), and submit all proposed changes to
the Faculty Senate Code Committee for review and articulation with the Faculty Code as it presently stands. A full senate vote
on these recommendations wou ld occu r when the Code Committee introduced these recommendations as motions to change
the Faculty Code.

Central Washington University
Salary Administration Report

Prepared for the
Central Washington University Faculty Senate

By
Faculty Senate Ad Hoc Salary Administration Board
Lad Holden, Committee Chair, Industrial & Engineering Technology
Karen Adamson, Accounting
Liahna Armstrong, College of Arts and Humanities
Michael Braunstein, Physics
Terry DeVietti, Psychology
Mark Lundgren, Institutional Research
Richard Mack, Graduate Studies and Research

May 2001
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction
As a result of the Faculty Senate endorsement of the Market Definition Report, the Faculty Senate Ad
Hoc Salary Administration Board was formed and charged with developing a process that would move
the faculty's salary base to the CUPA mean, based on discipline and rank. The Board was also charged
with exploring possible funding avenues for the salary adjustment, and to develop a process to maintain
the salaries once they approached the CUPA mean.

Process to Move to CUPA Mean
Faculty salaries should be raised in two iterations that follow the same process.
The process is to take two thirds of the money allotted for that iteration and move salaries toward the
CUPA mean by discipline and rank. The other one third of the money is to be used as an equity
adjustment to reward career performance at Central Washington University. Equity would be consistent
with the Faculty Code section 8.46 based on a combination of the following:
•
•
•
•

CUPA mean by discipline and rank.
Years of service in rank.
Qualifications based on academic department and program criteria and recommendations.
Teaching, scholarship, and service performance based on academic department and program
criteria and recommendations.

Possible Funding Sources
Legislative funded salary increases should be used to fund merit and then cost of living (scale)
adjustments in accordance with Faculty Code section 8.40.B. Sources of money to move salaries to the
CUPA mean by discipline and rank are listed below:
Salary savings through attrition
Early retirements
Reallocations from other divisions
FTES revenue

Buy-outs
Reallocations in academic affairs
Recruitment and retention money

Maintenance
The maintenance process can only take place after the salaries have been moved to the CUPA mean by
discipline and rank.
•
•
•
•
•

At the time of the hiring interview disclose the salary policy, the CUPA data, and the salary scale
of the current members of the department.
Hire using the CUPA mean by discipline and rank as the minimum salary.
Assistant, associate, and full professors can earn merit I and merit II every year they are eligible.
Promote to associate professor one grade below the CUPA mean by discipline and rank plus past
merit TI steps.
Promote to full professor two grades below the CUPA mean by discipline and rank plus all past merit II
steps.

Salary Administration Report
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Introduction
The Faculty Senate Ad Hoc Salary Administration Board (SAB) was formed based on the
recommendation of the Faculty Senate Ad Hoc Market Definition Committee's Central Washington
University Market Definition Report. The SAB was to develop and administer a faculty salary
administration policy. Included in the policy should be step promotions for longevity, merit, and
promotion. The CUPA data should be the guiding reference for determining the salary means for
discipline and rank.
The Faculty Senate accepted and endorsed the Market Definition Report with Faculty Senate Motion No.
00-43.
The SAB was formed in the Fall of 2000 and was charged with developing a process to move faculty
salaries to the CUPA mean based on discipline and rank, possible funding avenues for the move, and a
process to maintain salaries at the CUPA mean by discipline and rank.
The president, provost, and Faculty Senate chair chose the SAB members. The four faculty members of
the SAB were chosen from the members of the Market Definition Committee so that there would be
continuity and so that the already agreed upon concepts did not have to be worked through to gain
consensus of a new group. Two administrators from the Division of Academic Affairs and a
representative from Institutional Research were the final members of the board.

The committee members were:
Lad Holden, Committee Chair, Industrial & Engineering Technology
Karen Adamson, Accounting
Liahna Armstrong, College of Arts and Humanities
Michael Braunstein, Physics
Terry De Vietti, Psychology
Mark Lundgren, Institutional Studies
Richard Mack, Graduate Studies and Research

Intent
Under the assumption that Central Washington University supports a mechanism for the rec1,11itment,
retention and motivation of a competent and diverse faculty and is committed to compensating faculty
based on equity, market and merit, the following fundamental assumptions were used to develop the
salary policy:
•
•
•
•

Equitable pay based on experience, performance and service;
Salaries competitive with those of peers at comparable institutions;
Opportunity to advance on the salary scale throughout a career at the university;
A clear and open salary system where an analysis of the process can be made to determine if the
system was applied in a consistent rational manner across the university.
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PROCESS TO MOVE FACULTY SALARIES TO THE CUPA MEAN

Process
The faculty salaries should be raised in two iterations that follow the same process.
Rationale: The process that moves people to equitable salary positions must have at least two iterations
so that it is possible to determine the fairness of the process used and make adjustments to remedy
inconsistencies in the process.
Two thirds of the money allotted should be used to move the salaries toward the CUPA mean by
discipline and rank.
Rationale: The system should make a large adjustment to move salaries toward the CUPA mean based
on discipline, rank, and present salaries.
The other one third of the money is to be used as an equity adjustment to reward career performance at
Central Washington University. Equity would be consistent with code section 8.46 based on a
combination of the following:
•
•
•
•

CUPA mean by discipline and rank.
Years in rank.
Qualifications based on academic department criteria and departmental recommendations.
Teaching, scholarship, service performance based on academic department and program criteria
and recommendations

The provost, upon recommendations from each college dean, will make salary equity distributions to the
faculty. The college deans will make their recommendations to the provost in collaboration with a
committee elected from senior faculty members of the college. No more than one member of each
department can be a member of the committee. This process is based on the 2000-01 equity review
procedure.
Recommendations should be made to the college equity committees by department chairs in collaboration
with their personnel committees.
Rationale: This portion of the process needs to be in place because there is an understanding that there
are faculty members in the university community who are not compensated equitably in comparison to
their peers. The use of the outlined criteria by a fair, impartial, and evenhanded committee of elected
faculty peers, used in an iterative process, can make real strides in relieving the tensions that exist when
inequitable conditions are maintained by an administrative policy.
Process example
Assume that it would take $2,000,000 to bring the faculty base to the CUPA mean and it would take
$18,000 to move 3 members of a department at a given rank to their CUPA mean by discipline and rank.
Then in the first iteration of the process $1,000,000 would be allocated to the process and $9,000 would
be earmarked for the three faculty members. The 2/3s move would put $6,000 in the salaries of the 3
faculty members either by percentage or by equal shares. The $3,000 would then be distributed to the
three faculty members based on the recommendations of the college salary equity committees.
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POSSffiLE FUNDJNG SOURCES

Legislative funds allocated for salary increases should be used to fund merit and then cost of living (scale)
adjustments in accordance with the Faculty Code section 8.40.B. Sources of money to move salaries to
the CUPA mean by discipline and rank are listed below.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Salary savings through attrition
Buy-outs
Early retirements
Reallocations inside the division of academic affairs
Reallocations from other university divisions
Recruitment and retention money
Increases from the legislature

MAINTENANCE

The maintenance process can only take place after the salaries have been moved to the CUPA mean by
discipline and rank.

Hiring
At the time of the on-campus interview, the department chair will disclose the salary policy, the CUPA
data, and the salary scale of the current members of the department to the prospective faculty member.

Rationale: This process will inform candidates of the current salary situation at the university. The
information will allow prospective faculty members to develop realistic expectations of their future salary
prospects at the university. It will also permit them to make an informed decision about accepting a
faculty position at the university.
New faculty members will be hired at not less than the CUPA mean for their discipline and rank.

Rationale: This will allow programs, departments, and deans to make competitive offers to prospective
faculty members. If an effort is not made to offer competitive salaries it will become increasingly
difficulty for departments to offer quality programs, serve current students, and attract new students to the
university.
Hiring Example
Using geological and related sciences as an example, under the 2000 CUPA data, the salary for an
assistant professor is $41,049. Based on this information, a new hire would have to be placed at grade 10,
step 3 or above.

Promotion
Promotion to associate professor will be at one grade below the CUPA mean by discipline and rank plus
past merit II steps.

Rationale: The move to the grade below the mean, with allowances for recognition of accomplishments
through merit, allows for a dispersion of salaries around the mean based on performance.
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Promotion to full professors will be at two grades below the CUPA mean by discipline and rank plus all
past merit II steps.

Rationale: This policy will acknowledge that faculty should be compensated at a salary based on a
national measure for their discipline and rank. It also acknowledges the value of their achievements to the
university by allowing professors who have earned merit II to continue to receive the benefits of their
accomplishments throughout their careers. The policy will ensure prospective faculty members that the
administration is committed to providing faculty members with competitive salaries throughout their
tenure at the university.
Promotion Example
As an example, using a health and physical education/fitness associate professor who is being promoted
to full professor and has received merit level II four times while at Central Washington University the
following steps will determine their position on the salary scale:
1. Based on the 2000 CUPA data for a full professor in this discipline and rank, the average salary
would be $61,719. This equates to grade 24, step 2 on the current salary scale;
2. Two grades below this would base the professor's salary at grade 22, step 2;
3. With the addition of the four merit steps, assuming two steps were given for each merit II award,
the faculty member would then be placed eight salary steps above their base. In this case, the
professor would be promoted to grade 25, step 1, that equates to an annual salary of $63,206.

Merit
There will be a merit process each academic year. Assistant, associate, and full professors are all eligible
to apply for merit I and merit II every year they are eligible.
Merit I is to be a system of evaluation that ensures every professor who is performing to the basic
expectations of their department and college will have the opportunity to move upwards on the salary
scale.
Merit II is to be a system that evaluates professors annually to determine exceptional performance based
on the recommendations of their department, chair, and dean.

Rationale: The purpose of this process is to reward experience and service through merit I. It also
recognizes the exceptional contributions of faculty members to their discipline, community, or the
university through the merit II. The policy as a whole should meet the expectations of two major
constituencies from the faculty: One that believes all salary movement should be based on experience;
and the other that believes all salary movement should be based on exceptional performance.
Merit System Recommendation
A merit system could be based on a system as simple as a two-page document required of each faculty
member each year. In this document they would list their accomplishments of the past year. Department
members or personnel committees in collaboration with the department chair could meet one afternoon to
determine the merit of their colleagues and also allow everyone in the department the opportunity to
recognize and celebrate the accomplishments of their associates.
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·•
Cost of Living and Future Inequities
To maintain faculty salaries at the CUPA mean it will be necessary to continuously compare the status of
faculty salaries to the CUPA means based on discipline and rank. At any time that the salaries are not in
line with the CUPA data, the process to move faculty salaries to the CUPA mean by discipline and rank
should be used, including the equity phase. An evaluation of the need to use the process could be made
when the faculty senate conducts its budget cycle equity study. The study should take place in the first
year of the biennium so it can be used to develop the budget priorities of the next biennium.
Rationale: A cost of living adjustment would need to be made to keep pace with the inflation base on the
CUPA mean by discipline and rank. Salary inequities will exist and will need to be addressed in any
salary system.
Concluding Statement
Based on the willingness of the current administration and Board of Trustees to deal with problems in a
collaborative and systematic manner, Central Washington University has an ideal opportunity to develop
a salary process to the mutual benefit of the faculty and the institution.
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CENTRAL WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY
ELLENSBURG • LYNNWOOD • MOSES LAKE • SEATAC • STEILACOOM • WENATCHEE • YAKIMA
OFFICE OF THE PROVOST I VICE PRESIDENT
FOR ACADEMIC AFFAIRS ·

May 3, 2001

Department Faculty
Central Washington University
Dear Colleagues:
Please join me in participating in this year's Honors Convocation which will be held at
8:00p.m. Friday, June 8, 2001, in McConnell Auditorium. As in past years we will be
recognizing President's Scholars and Dean's Scholars who have excelled academically.
We also will honor medallion recipients, Douglas Honors College graduates, the recipient
of the Distinguished Master's Thesis Award, employee of the year, and the Distinguished
Professors of the University.
This Honors convocation is an opportunity for the academic community to celebrate what
we all share as members of the professoriate: The recognition of exemplary student
learning and the opportunity to honor three colleagues who have earned the title of
"Distinguished Professor." (Participating faculty are invited to assemble in academic
regalia at 7:40p.m. in room 112 of Shaw-Smyser.)
Please join me at this important academic celebration. If you will be participating in this
even please contact Linda Hoff at 963-2025 or hoff! @cwu.edu.
Sincerely,

David P. Dauwalder
Provost/Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs

400 E. 8th Avenue • Ellensburg WA 98926-7503 • Barge 302 • 509-963-1400 • FAX: 509-963-2025
EEO/AAITTT\.E IX INSTIT\JT10N • TOO 509 963-3323

Free Car Seat Inspection Clinic

Date:

May 23,2001

Time:

3:00 to 6:00p.m.

Location:

Brooklane Village
Childcare Center
CWUC,a mpus

Information: Charlene Crider (509) 963-2959

Sponsored by:

cwu
Public Safety
and Police Services

Kittitas County

and

SAFE

·KIDS
Child Passenger Safety Team

Did you know .. ?
* Motor vehicle crashes account for nearly 42% of injury-related deaths for children 0-14
* An average of 7 children were killed and 866 were injured each day in motor vehicle crashes during
*
*

1999 in the United States
Child restraint systems (car seats and boosters) are 71% effective in reducing deaths for infants,
54% effective in reducing deaths for toddlers, and 69% effective in reducing hospitalization for
injuries to children in motor vehicle crashes
As many as 80% of the child car seats in use today are installed incorrectly without parents
realizing it - measured correct usage in Kittitas County during 2000 was less than 2%

You can make a difference by bringing
your child and car seat to this clinic !

Nancy Bradshaw - Performance-Based Budgeting and SEOis

--~~--------~------~=---==-------====-==~~~--

From:
Date:
Subject:

Thomas Wellock <Wellock@cwu .EDU>
05/09/2001 2:52 :19 PM
Performance-Based Budgeting and SEOis

Earlier in the year, the history department reviewed some of the literature on student evaluations to
educate ourselves on how to use SEOis in evaluating faculty teaching effectiveness . We would like to
draw attention to some of our findings as they relate to the quality measurements in the provost's recently
released a plan for performance-based budgeting. The proposed budget plan appears to list only one
element by which to measure departmental teaching effectiveness, SEOI line 29 "instructor teaching
effectiveness ." While departments will be allowed to present other evidence of effectiveness, line 29 will
enjoy a privileged position as the one key numerical measure of teaching . Given the state of current
research, such a budget plan may have a detrimental effect on the academic achievement of our students
National studies and an analysis of CWU SEOis demonstrate a moderate correlation between high grades
in any given class and positive teaching evaluations.(1) Using departmental SEOI and GPA data from the
1999-2000 academic year, there is a moderate correlation between departmental GPA and instructor
teaching effectiveness for lecture courses here at CWU.(2) The current plan may mean that departments
with rigorous grading standards will suffer financially for it.
Inflating grades has an added benefit for departments who feel budgetary pressures : more students. One
national study, for example, demonstrated that students are attracted to easy courses.(3) In sum , a
teacher or department who wants to improve their evaluations and enrollments might be tempted to raise
grades .
The challenge for us is to use SEOis in a way that is not overly complicated and does not promote lower
standards. Measures that assess the academic rigor of classroom teaching are essential for the budget
plan. Despite their flaws, SEOis, used intelligently, might help us here. For example, there are SEOI
categories that assess course rigor, such as "intellectual challenge" (line 25) . Combining intellectual
challenge with GPA accounts for much of the statistical variance in teaching effectiveness on our
SEOis .(4) It is very likely that a review of SEOis will reveal other factors that influence teaching
effectiveness ratings. The university may then be able to make statistical adjustments in teaching
effectiveness ratings to account for biases and promote high academic standards.
The university cannot afford to implement a budget system that will encourage a slippage in student
expectations beyond what has already occurred . Currently, we do not meet our own standards for student
workload. The university expects students to work two hours outside of class for every credit hour taken
(3 hours total). Our SEOis, however, indicate that none of the departments as a whole come close to this
standard. Due to the volume of data, it was not practical to calculate an average for the university, but it
appears to be below 2 hours .
Rather than relying on a single flawed statistic, overall teaching effectiveness , the university needs to take
a closer look at the SEOI system and its use in the budget process. Our current SEOis have not been
tested for internal validity or subjected to any serious statistical analysis. Such a situation might have
been tolerable when the results were used only to help instructors improve their teaching, but these forms
are now going to play a part in determining the flow of money on campus in a way that may undermine
academic quality. As one study warned, "higher education's enrollment driven funding provides an
incentive for increased enrollments at the expense of academic standards ."(5) A serious look at the
SEOis and how we measure quality is needed. The history department requests that the Faculty Senate
Executive Committee refer this issue to the Academic Affairs Committee for further study.
Sincerely,
The Department of History
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Notes:
(1) For a review of the literature, see Howard K. Wachtel, "Student Evaluation of College Teaching
Effectiveness: a Brief Review," _Assessment &Evaluation in Higher Education_ 23 (1998), 201-02 .
(2) The correlation was .39, significant at the 5% level. Aggregating data at the departmental level, as I
have done, may have created some inappropriate comparisons among departments. A more complete
analysis SEOis is essential.
(3) Richard Sabot and John Wakeman-Linn, "Grade Inflation and Course Choice," _Journal of Economic
Perspectives_ 5 (Winter 1991): 159-170.
(4) Using regression analysis, I found that "intellectual challenge" and GPA accounted for over 61 percent
of the variance in teaching effectiveness scores among departments, significant at the 1% level. Adding
another variable, effort needed to succeed (line 26) raised the result to 71%. These statistics are similar
to results found in published studies, see Wachtel, 197.
(5) J.E. Stone, "Inflated Grades, Inflated Enrollment, and Inflated Budgets: An Analysis and Call for
Review at the State Level," _Education and Policy Analysis Archives_ 3 (26 June 1995). May be viewed
at http://olam.ed .asu.edu/epaa/v3n11.html.

CC:
<faculty@cwu.edu> , <lotus@cwu .edu>, <senate@cwu .edu> , David Dauwalder
<DauwalderD@gwmail .cwu.edu>
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To:
From:
Subject:

"classif@cwu.edu"@CWUGate1.GWIA1; "exempt@cwu.edu"@CWUGate1.GWIA1;
Elizabeth Street <Streetl@cwu.EDU>
Establishing A Diversity Council

CC:
Date Sent: Tuesday, May 15, 2001 4:26 PM

In response to a number of reports and recommendations of the past several years,
President Mcintyre has announced her intention to establish a Diversity Council at
Central Washington University. She is particularly interested in establishing
membership on the council from among faculty, staff, and students who are truly
interested in helping the university-nurture a recognition and respect for the diversity within our state, our nation, ad
the world;
achieve excellence and quality through diversity; and
address diversity issues that arise on campus.
Specifically, the council will report to the president and serve as the focal point for a
variety of diversity issues on the Ellensburg campus and its centers. It will involve
employees and students in the development, implementation, and evaluation of
diversity initiatives. Members will work together, in consultation with the president, to
develop both short- and long-term initiatives that are strategic and measurable.
Please consider among your colleagues individuals who are particularly suited to this
task and submit nominations to the president's office. Nominations and selfnominations will be accepted until the end of this academic year. The council will begin
its work at the beginning of fall quarter. Please send nominations to Judy Miller at
miller@ cwu.edu.
Libby M. Street
Professor of Psychology
Department of Psychology
Central Washington University
Ellensburg, WA 98926-7575
509-963-3640
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The senate bylaws do not require a senate vote for committee reports. A vote is only
required when a committee report has a motion attached to it. Is there a motion
attached to the Salary Administration Board report? What is the motion, and why was
it not included in the agenda? If the vote involves adoption of the recommendations of
the Salary Administration Board report then I have several further questions:
1) First, how is adoption of the recommendations of the report going to affect the
Faculty Code, which has no mention or provisions to implement the suggestions of this
report?

2) Second, since this will affect the entire faculty, has the faculty been given ample
chance to examine the CUPA numbers so that they can form an informed opinion, and
thus instruct their senators?

3) Third, do we have a solid and reliable commitment in real dollars to fund the
recommendations of the new proposed system? If not, why should the senate
undertake a major revision of the operating rules about faculty compensation (spelled
out in the Faculty Code) without any concrete expectation of tangible benefits? To put
it another way, is there an advantage to alternative ways of dividing the resources
which we are not receiving?

4) Fourth, if the funding source for faculty salaries is unchanged, then how would a
shift to this new system impact the resources allocated for the immediate future,
including the hoped-for allocations for next year, and the year after?

5) Fifth, is the adoption of this system going to fundamentally change the faculty salary
scale in whole or in part? (For example, if CUPA values for individuals or categories by
rank, years of service, or discipline exceed the upper limits of the salary scale, what will
be the outcome? Which will prevail, the new system or the recently bemoaned salary
caps imposed by the salary scale?)
For all these, and undoubtedly many other reasons which my colleagues in the senate
may suggest, I believe that a vote which intimates, or aims at senate adoption of the
recommendations of the Salary Administration Board report at this time is very
premature. Before such a vote I believe that it would be necessary to publish its
contents (along with the CUPA data) to the entire faculty, solicit inputs (both at public
venues and through departmental senators), and submit all proposed changes to the
Faculty
Senate Code Committee for review and articulation with the Faculty Code as it
-."'
presently stands. A full senate vote on these recommendations would occur when the
Code Committee introduced these recommendations as motions to change the Faculty
Code.
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VISITOR SIGN-IN SHEET

Please sign your name if you are not a Faculty Senator.

Roll Call 2000-01
Faculty Senate Meeting: May 16,2001
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